This research study explores the determinants of the executive compensation from a social, sustainability, governance, and financial perspectives. The quantitative research method is used for this research study. This research finds that there is a significant positive correlation between executive compensation, social and environmental performance, corporate governance, employee participation, and market and financial performance. However, it also finds that there is a weak negative correlation between executive compensation and sustainability costs. The negative correlation between social performance and sustainability costs. The negative correlation between sustainability costs and corporate governance. The positive correlation between social performance, corporate governance, and stock price.
Executive Compensation and CSR
The managers as agents have a duty to maximize shareholders wealth; however, at the same time they would also like to fulfill compensation contract requirements for bonus eligibility. This indeed has lead to a conflict of interest. According to Fabrizi (2012) , monetary incentives for the CEO and profit maximization for the shareholders have a negative effect on the CSR. The CEO of companies design strategies and approve the CSR activities to the extent of his personal benefits. Deckop et al. (2006) believes that firms are under increasing pressure to be both profitable and socially responsible. Other believes that the CSR is for the long-term profitability that forgo the short-term profits and executive bonuses. That is, the CSR activities requires high initial investments that are not immediately rewarded, a lower profits in the short-run.
The CSR is not part of the strategic goal, therefore, the budget allocation towards social contributions is limited. The power of wealth maximization can make the firms blind and irresponsible; hence, the social contribution to society is very limited. Also, the CSR reporting requires an understanding of the social norms and practices; that is, knowledge of laws and conformity to the laws, a costly undertaking for most companies, especially to smallsized companies. Another issue with the CSR is it is voluntary and not required for the stakeholders' and the US Security Exchange Commission reporting. Therefore, the quality, relevancy, and the extent of the information provided in the annual corporate citizenship reporting varies, subject to the interest and risk management of the senior management. This has implications towards generating intangible corporate values and declaring executive bonus.
The environmental cost reporting is an important challenge companies are facing towards the CSR reporting, perhaps due to insignificant transactions towards environmental preservation activities or lack of capability towards communication of environmental accounting. This indeed undermines the CSR reporting. Also, inadequate or no disclosures on social performance, which portrayed firms as non-participation in the social welfare and environmental protection programs, a poor presentation of social accounting. As Joshi et al. (2001) stated that the accounting systems are designed to capture all the transactions into one account that makes it difficult to segregate social and environmental costs from others. Only visible costs can be noticed and disclosed. This indeed a misreporting.
Significance of this study
The significance of this research study is to explore the potential effects of the social and environmental effect on the executive compensation. Is social and environmental performance influences executive compensation?. Is institutional ownership has any impact on the executive compensation through financial performance?. Are employee stock ownership leads to increase in the executive compensation?. All these important theoretical questions will be addressed in this empirical study. Therefore, this research will try to find the nature and extent of the linkage between executive compensation, corporate social and financial performance, ownership structure, stock price, environmental compliance, and employee participation. This leads to the research question and hypotheses developments for this research study.
Research question and hypotheses

Research question:
What relationship is there between the executive compensation, corporate social performance, market and financial performances, corporate governance, environmental compliance, and employee participation?.
Hypotheses:
H 0 : There is no relationship between the executive compensation, corporate social performance, market and financial performance, corporate governance, environmental compliance, and employee participation. H 1 : There is a relationship between the executive compensation, corporate social performance, market and financial performance, corporate governance,environmental compliance, and employee participation.
Literature review
Corporate Citizenship Reporting and Executive Compensation
According to Callan et al. (2011) , the CSR is a determinant of the executive compensation system. McGuire (2003) study finds that there is a weak positive linkage between the executive long-term compensation and corporate social performance; however, the executive bonus payments were unrelated to the CSP. This is supported by Frye et al. (2006) study who find that the relationship between the CEO pay and firm performance is weaker in the socially responsible companies and that these companies offer CEOs with higher base salaries. Bryan et al. (2015) believed that the CSR activities increase the executive pay; however, they are more beneficial to the shareholders relative to the senior management, an agency cost. On the other hand, Ye et al. (2011) find in their empirical study that the increase in the CSR activities leads to 2.78% decrease in the total cash compensation. This is supported by the Rekkes et al. (2014) study, who find that the CSR is negatively related to the total executive compensation. Fabrizi et al. (2012) study also find that the monetary incentive design to maximize CEO compensation has a negative effect on the CSR. They also find that the non-monetary incentive has a positive impact on the CSR. This suggests that the long-term compensation system has a positive influence on the CSR. Fulop et al. (2010) believed that preserving ethical norms and social responsibility is difficult due to the complexity of moral beliefs and ethical standards among individuals and groups, in transitional economies. Bailey and Spicer (2007) believed that the business ethics focused on the specific business environment and system, and it is an integral part of the social culture framework. Zhang and Rezaa (2009) finds that when firms involved in high standards of ethical practice provide good short-term financial performance, also in transitional economies. This is supported by McWilliams et al. (2006) study, who find that the CSR and business ethics have been viewed as instrumental actions for improving long-run firm performance. It is also supported by Pfeffer and Salancik (1978) , who find that business ethics policies minimize firm's legal liability and promotes a perception of being a good corporate citizen. Muller and Kolk (2010) believed that the CSR and business ethics are important variables to be used to study the firm performance. Stage (2006) finds that firms who favors CSR and ethical practices, tends to receive favorable corporate reputation and greater social acceptance. On the other hand, Durkheim (1966) believed that unplanned corporate changes to achieve better performance and modernization undermines the ethical business norms and invites cultural deviance and demoralization. This is supported by Bowie (1998) , who believed that the business ethics may be viewed as a constraint on shareholder wealth maximization. In contrary, according to McMurrian and Matulich (2006) finds that there is a positive relationship between firm's ethical behavior and social activities, and profitability. The positive corporate image generated from the firm's ethical practices, assists towards achieving competitive advantage such as marketing products. Also, firm's ethical practices could reduce the cost of business transactions, thereby higher profitability, and building a foundation of trust with stakeholders.
CSR and Business Ethics
CSR and Financial Performance
Preston and O'Bannon (1997) find that when the financial performance meets its target, managers may reduce social expenditures to achieve short-term profit maximization to achieve bonus objectives. Conversely, when financial performance is below expectation, managers may engage in social programs to offset their disappointing results. On the other hand, Mahoney and Roberts (2007) study find no significant relationship between the corporate social performance and financial performance except for the environmental activities. 
Corporate Governance and Corporate Social Responsibility
Jo and Harjoto (2011) believed that the CSR can be viewed as a component of the corporate governance, encouraging good business practices that promote accountability and transparency to the shareholders and the society in general. Neubaum and Zahra (2006) study find that there is a positive relationship between institutional ownership and the CSP. This is supported by Johnson and Greening (1999) study, who stated that a higher proportion of external directors enhances CSP; therefore, legitimacy. Mattingly and Berman (2006) believed that effective governance should minimize negative CSR by minimizing negative impacts to CFP. Similarly, they also believed that the effective governance leads to a positive impact to the CSR, which then have a positive influence to CFP. Waddock et al. (2002) believes that management participation in the social performance activities leads to increase in their pay and also fulfill the ownership objective. Desender and Epure (2013) believes that the concentrated ownership leads to more power over management to control agent compensation activities such as the CSR practices. Lorsch and MacInnes (1989) finds in their survey of executive directors of the S&P firms that, the directors were more interested towards achieving stakeholder goals than the shareholder objectives. This is supported Desender and Epure (2013) study, who find that the external shareholders and debtors dominance in the ownership structure leads to the management giving preference to activities that serve the interest of stakeholders than shareholders.
Research methodology
Research Method and Data Collection
This research study, on the relationship between the executive compensation, corporate social performance, market and financial performance, corporate governance, sustainability costs, and employee participation, requires collecting, counting, and classifying data, and performing analyses on statistical findings. As such, the quantitative research method will be selected for this research study. This research study will collect financial data from a highly credible source, the US Securities and Exchange Commission (SEC) EDGAR filings database. The sample of top forty companies will be selected from the list of top one hundred environmental companies provided by the United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA). To fulfill this study objective, companies who have consistently involved in the CSR reporting and have a complete record of financial information in the SEC EDGAR filings database, will only be selected. As such, most of the environmental companies will be ignored. The random sample method will be selected for this research study to avoid selection bias, as it is the purest form of probability sampling. The survey method to collect data from 2012 to 2014. Also, this research study will use regression model for the modeling and analysis of the numerical data, and will assume a confidence interval or alpha of five percent (typical in academic research).
Statistical Model
This research study will try to understand the linkage between the executive compensation, social and financial performance, sustainability costs, corporate governance, employee participation, and stock price, a multiequation model. The purpose of designing this statistical model for the executive compensation and CSR literature are to understand the dynamics of the relationship between these variables, in the top US environmental companies. This is indeed a multi-dimensional approach to explore the possible determinants of the executive compensation framework, especially social and environmental performance. Executive compensation factor will be based on both monetary and non-monetary and short and long-term payments. The financial performance factor will be based on sales and net income, to understand any influence of the environmental companies' financial performance to executive compensation. Social performance factors will be based on companies' social involvements, namely, charities, sponsorship to social programs managed by the non-profit organizations (NPOs), research grants for environmental studies, education grants to promote education in the communities, and environmental tax credits that are not explicitly stated as environmental expenditures in the financial records. This factor is important to understand whether social performance has any role to play on the executive compensation. Sustainability costs, also an important factor, will be based on the recycling and waste management, environmental preservation programs, and environmental liabilities and fines, to understand the nature and extent of influence to the executive compensation. Employee participation will be based on the employee stock options, to understand employee stock ownership, especially of management on the executive compensation. Corporate Governance will be based on stock ownerships over five percent, to understand the influence of institutional ownerships to the executive compensation. Market Performance will be based on the stock market price at year-end, to understand the market influence to the executive compensation. Net Income, a bottom-line, to understand the association between executive compensation, sales, social and environmental costs, and other costs. The table 1 had shown the correlation results between the executive compensation social and financial performance, sustainability costs, employee participation, corporate governance, and stock price, in the environmental companies. The correlation between executive compensation and social performance was .218, a significant ratio. This suggested that social participation (such as charities, social program's development, education grants to institutions) not only enhances the business image but also had a positive impact on the executive compensation. The correlation result between the executive compensation and sustainable (environmental) costs was -.063, a negative ratio, indicated that perhaps executive compensation contracts were designed based on profitability and strategic goals achievements, not on environmental compliance. Wood and Jones (2005) study, who found a negative relationship between the environmental performance and shareholder wealth. However, Mackey et al. (2007) believed that, the environmental preservation practices may create product differentiation in the market, which will have a greater probability to improve the present value of a firm's future cash flow by enabling a firm to differentiate its products, avoiding costly environmental fines, and minimizing a company exposure to risk. This is supported by the Aiguilera et al. (2007) and the meta-analysis of Orlitzky et al. (2003) studies, who stated that there was a positive link between the environmental costs and economic performance.
Regression Model
Results
Correlations
The correlation between the social performance and sustainability costs was -.108, a negative ratio. This indeed suggested that the majority of the companies had participated in the social programs and environmental preservation practices, but on the unequal monetary basis. That is, the social program expenditures exceeded environmental preservation costs, under the system of voluntary social accounting practices. However, it was believed that the sustainability costs may be much higher if the sustainability cost reporting was standardized by the SEC, to experience superior reporting. Gray (2001) believed that the environmental reporting by the companies was mostly incomplete, that is, a partial social reporting and poor standard of environmental and sustainability reporting, characteristics of non-legislative environmental reporting practices.
The correlation between the executive compensation and employee participation (employee stock ownership) was .353, a significant positive ratio, indicated that stock ownership especially by the management had a positive influence on their pay. The correlation between the social performance and employee participation was -.058. These results suggested that the company's social initiatives were not communicated properly to the employees. That is, the management had failed to communicate its social accounting practices and achievements companywide, to motivate employees to become part of the ownership structure. In addition, either the management had failed to motivate employees to participate extensively in the stock options program; the existing management corporate policy which had limited the employees to purchase and exercise stock options; or the management ineffective communication system on the corporate social activities.
The correlation between sustainability costs and employee participation was -.079, a negative ratio, indicated that the employees simply viewed the management environmental preservation practices as the non-social performance or general operational costs. Also, most of the employees may not aware of the environmental performance of the company, again an indication of the management failure to communicate the environmental practices and achievements company-wide. Orlitzky (2005) stated that most of the academic researchers considered the corporate social responsibility as a cost factor, because it has no positive impact (revenues generation) on employees, investors, customers, and stakeholders.
The correlation between executive compensation and corporate governance was .328, a significant positive ratio. The correlation between social performance and corporate governance was.284, also a significant positive ratio. These results had indicated that the institutional ownership enforced good corporate citizenship practices, and the board gives the highest priority towards generating intangible resources such as the company image and brand name. Demsetz et al. (1997) study found that the CSP was positively associated with the board independence, but negatively associated with the ownership concentration. They also argued that CSP benefits may not transfer to shareholders in equal proportion as costs. The correlation between sustainability costs and corporate governance was -.06. This result indicated that the institutional ownership had negatively influenced the environmental costs, perhaps either due to misreporting of the environmental costs as general costs or immaterial for the board to allocate resources for the environmental preservation activities.
The correlation between the executive compensation and stock price was .010, indicated that the stock price had a weak positive influence on executive compensation, a market valuation impact. The correlation between the social performance and the stock price was -.098, indicated that a negative contribution of social activities to the stock price. Also, the correlation between sustainability costs and the stock price was -.203, a significant negative impact on the sustainability costs to stock price. These results had indicated perhaps due to the social and environmental costs were not linked to revenue generation, therefore, had impacted negatively to the bottom line and the stock price, consistent with the stakeholder theory. Van Dijken (2007) believed that the stock markets will not appreciate the unpublicized social participation, such as charities and other welfare programs by a firm unless these activities have influenced firm's reputation.
The correlation between executive compensation and net income was .491, a significant positive ratio. The correlation between social performance and net income was .380, also a significant positive ratio. The correlation between sustainability costs and net income was .149, also a positive ratio. These results had indicated that the social and environmental costs had positive linkages with the net income, consistent with the results of the relationship between executive compensation, social performance, and sustainability costs. According to Hillman and Kiem (2001) , the corporate social responsibility was a single broad model that includes a series of actions focused on stakeholder and social management. 
Regression Model and Validity
Model Summary
Regression Equation
Executive Compensation= 10452254.180 + .002Social Performance -.003Sustainability Costs + 5.37E-6Corporate Governance + 148420.621StockPrice + .002Net Income + 3.037E-5Sales
In the table 3, the collinearity statistics had shown all the variables had a tolerance level close to one (statistical rule of thumb), suggested that multicollinearity was not a concern. Also, the variance inflation factor (VIF) 3 ranged from 1.128 to 3.515, indicated that the multicollinearity was not a concern in the statistical model to influence results. The betas for the social performance, sustainability costs, corporate governance, net income, and sales, all had a very weak positive impact to the executive compensation model. In contrary, the beta for the net income was large positive, indicated significant impact to the regression equation. The employee participation beta was zero, indicated no effect on the statistical model. The constant was a very large amount which also had influenced the Executive Compensation framework. The t-tests (relationship between the two variables) confirmed the insignificance except for the stock price and net income. The confidence interval test indicated the unstandardized coefficients were within the prescribed ranges.
Derived Statistical Diagram
Conclusion
This research had succeeded in understanding the relationship between the executive compensation, social, environmental, and financial performance, corporate governance, employee participation, and stock price. Firstly, this research study found a positive correlation between all the variables except for the sustainability costs. Secondly, social performance had thrice the effect relative to environmental costs to executive compensation. Thirdly, institutional ownership had a positive effect on the executive compensation and social performance than sustainability costs. Fourthly, the quality and frequency of CSR reporting vary from company to company; hence, the investors, stakeholders, and shareholders had to depend on the management goodwill. Fifthly, the market reacted unfavorably to the social and environmental performance activities. Sixthly, the increased strategy of CSR practices didn't motivate employee participation in the company's ownership structure.
There were a number of issues aroused from this research that invited further research. Firstly, the relevancy of the CSR reporting to investors, stakeholders, and shareholders. Secondly, will the environmental accounting be material to enforce separate presentation in the annual report. Thirdly, the extent of adoption of eco-balances and the ramification of the ecological footprint. Fourthly, will the executive compensation be linked with the management sustainability performance. Fifthly, the effect of globalization and its diversified culture on the CSR reporting and executive compensation. These issues invited scholars to investigate further and make an invaluable contribution to the CSR and executive compensation literature.
These results were possible after assuming three limitations. Firstly, the sample represented the specialized sectors related to environment such as, renewable energy, fuel cell technology, biomass and biofuel, recycling and waste management. Secondly, the study focused on the period from 2012 to 2014. Thirdly, the assumption that all the social and environmental information were disclosed in the CSR and annual reports.
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